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ABSTRACT

The ters community costrol geserally imdicates a degree of self-
deternination by resideats of conmunities vithia urban areas. Although
evaluation researchers of resulting programs have remarked wpon the political
istransigence of local agencies and govermmental bodies, tie perspectives of
affected residents have mot been systematically studied. In this paper, we
exanine the attitudes and perceptions of persoas fa three lov iscome sectieons
of New York City as they pertais to commuasl affiliacios, efficacy, and
commnity control. Results reflect gemeral swpport for commwafty comtrol is
principle and 3 desire to share de:lsiu-u-; povers with son-residents.

Sigaificant differences ia viewpoint are associated vith type of =r.gram

affiliacion: resident staff, program cliests, and gemeral community ishabitasts.

Degree of local awtonomy, however, bears mimimsl relevance. Provisionsl

support for aa overlap model of community comtrol is provided based on poli-

tical feasibility and positive resident feelings ia the context of a cooperative

wvorking relatfoaship vith ocutsiders.
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Community Control: Evaluatfons and Perspect ives

Alzhough the catchword “coamuaity control™ seems to have falles ismto

isfavor, the school busiag controversy remiads us that local autoscmy as aa
issue is still of parapount importance. Omce again, we find local residents
wvant ing to be iavolved politically im satters wvhich they coasider teo be of
crucial isportance. In spite of differeaces ia substance. the broader demand
cicarly cenafins: a degree of self-deternination by commuaities vithin urbhan
areas. In South Poston (Massachusetts)., for c=ample. resideacs apparently do
st siaaly want their cLildrem to attend acighborkcod schools: the conflict
Seras *  sten 48 much over the right to determine wvhet.cr childrea are to be
bused. There is. indeed, 3 lozal history of volustarily sending youngsters
te parachial sclools wmetside she comnuafty boun‘ariu-l This cont inuing con-
troversy forces =s to tura asew to the lessoas of the community coatrol programs
developed e the Issc decade.

During this prricd, there enerzed novements on beth local and aational
levels {avorfing conemnity contrul. As residests from low income areas were
clancsrin; {or comtrol of resources and authoricy, the federal povernmeat uss
deveicping strateries to allov the diszfiected 2 degree of local sutomamy.
Anong these ucre the Cormuaity Action and %odel Citfes Programs. The foraer,
in particular, wvere iatended to siress iocal iavolvement throuzh “saxfssn
feasiblc perticipation.™ What has floved fron t™e evaluative rescarch is a
dispicting asseszrent ia vhich serious definftfons] questions are ralised z.d
enly nizinal te poocrate progras success is noted. To wnderstand these con-
siderztfons ncre fully, we should jike to add a third reals for study, the
perspectives of residents ir tarpet areas. Accordinzly, the fatent of this
paper is to demonstrate the need to Juxtapose the relcevant attitudes and
prrcrpiivngs ef alfected tesidents alongside prinarfly political factors im

evalusl ing the potemtial viability of community comtrol.
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Vita regard to defiaitions, it is evident that the tera “commmaity com~
trol® s {requently used vith minixal attescice te its syabolic sigaificance.
As Alctshuler (1970:56-59) cbserves, this concept is sometimes sistakealy
treated as 3 symomym for such disparate idess as integration, separaciss, and
sekreration. For exanple. he motes 2 Callup poll conducted in 1969 wvhich
assaes chat rejection of imtegration s associated with a desire for lecal
contrel. Respondears are asked vhether they édesire autoncmy as deffned by
operat ing schools and businesses as opposed to imtegrating. It is ceaceivable,
hoveser, that masy sight wamt local centrol fa an iastegrated comtext.

Another anbigwcw: usaze of cm;-nlty com rol relates to fes idemcifica-
tion with deventralization. Althourh the devolution of ergasizatfiomal waits
from 3 cemt:alized locaties to local areas iz clearly :wolved, it is critical
ihat one diffcreatiazec betveer zdinfnistrative and political decentraliza-
Cio=. omly the latter specirying 2 shift ia power (cf. Famtini and Cictell,
1973; Altshuler, 1970). Ue shall defice Community centrol as 2 modficem of
Julonony over decision naking and wse of resources by the residents of a
sub-area vithin a larger urbac uait. This control s usuilly conceived as
involving 3 1inited sphere, such as cducationsl or policc matters.2

1a addition to the concera vith the secanings of conmusafity cemtrel, evalwatioa
rescarchers enphasize the political edstacles to an expression of area
mtoroay. They report that experinents in consunity coatrel temd to fafl
dccause the pouver necessary to brimg about chanze through social action is
o, im fact, transferred to lov facome rroups (cf. Aleshire, 1972: Marris and
Rein, 1973; Eoze, 1972). lastead. govermmeatal uaits and existing conmunity
3zex frs reccive nest of the funds 3ad deternine thelr wse (Aleshire, 1972:

L38-539: fcin, 1968-4-6). 1n 1865 regard, the sinimal success of Model

Cities and Ciumuaity Action Prograss (CA”) {s viewed 235 2 result of rovera-
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seatal intransigence, mot che apathy of the poor (Refm, 1968:4).

Rose (1972) fn his evaluatiom of CAPs ia tventy sample cities costends
that the basic diff fculty develops betveen the theoretical plasaiag aad the
operatiomalized form of the programs. The architects of the strategy are
portrayed as cosceiviag poverty as 2 consequence of a dysfuacticmal social
systex characterized by facouities. The solutioa consists of 3 combinmation
of greatzr opportunities and pover for the impoverished. Accordingly. pregrams
seeded {aclude comsuner actiom, commaity development, enployment. and
resident participation. Nowever, the majority of prejects ia the cities
surseyed are oriented toward socisl service, met imstitetionsl chaage: only
32 of the programs im all cities serve this latter end. In meose of the cases
d0 the jver pariicipate as imitiaters or Planmers; efghty percest of the
Projeccts are operated by existing conmunity agencies (Rose, 1972:130-136,
1)8-332). Tir cviluaifcom experts comclude thar th= plansers of the federal
governncrt’s experinents ia area utonowmy do aet comprehend the basic ceaflict
betwren intcrest groups amd the cavillingarss of the poverful te be altruistic
(cf. 2arris amd Rein, 1973:54-558).

Tacse brief conments on tenmunity centrel pregrams should set de cem-
strucd as frdicatiag tetal faflure. There are 8 sumber of published msterials
that report acdest gafins as a2 conscquence of such prograsg. MNallmaa (1972:
L2L) states. for example, that rhe Community Action Pregrams are respoasible
for citizen participation and the development of citizem erganfizations ia
urban and rural poverty areas. Sinflarly, Ausiin (1972:418-°'9) aafatains
that fa spite of mininmal fastitutional change, such pregrams broaden residest
Parzicipationa and lead te fncrease. imterest fa lecal pelitics. Fiaally. in
asscssing cormunity costrol ia Xev York Cizy. Cictell (1972:680-681) con-

clules that particigation amd comcern over local problems are sigaifficantly




increased evea though major power ctransfers fafl co materialize.

Although the contributions of chese various researchers are valwable,
their concerss are directed primarily to vacy ng images of commuaity ceatrel
and the political problens eacoumtered. As sctressed earlier. ome ares that
has mot received systematic comsideraction is that of residest perspectives. e
believe chat this seglected domain should be explored for 3 sunber of resasess.
First, commun..y contrel as 3 prisciple siresses a consideration of the target
population’s viewpcing. Even vihen these affected are set te be gives ceatrel
of rescurces (as in administrative decentralization), coacera for developing
Proirazs respemsize to local mecis should be expressed.

A secomd reasen for ascertainiag resident attitudes and percept ioas is te
undersiond sere {ully the realm of the wsknown. Oa 2 theoreticsl level.
“ertom (1968, 1902) suggests that there is the preblen of cthe different

kinds of kaouwiadie avaflable (o the insider (in this case the conmuafity

resident} and to the outsider (ho gemerally resides outside the ares bowndaries).

The inzider is able to bring tc bear special understandings as a3 result of his
life cxperieaces. On the other hand, the outsider as 2 stranger oftea can
perriratc an ideolozical barrier that shields the ishabitants from avaresess.
dertom s=rrests that usderstanding {s mos: likely co develop vhen interactioa
takes place between supposed civergeat perspectives such that acquaistance or
experience can =iz vith kaowldge or auvareness.

The problem as we view it is that there has bees 2 sigaificant fsbalance
vhich fiads the cromunity ocisider, vhetker on territorial or fdeological
bases. plaving the major role in deternining Soth the form and coatent of

cormnitly contrel. This fsbalance s especially fnportant due to the oft

linited avareness of soch persoms with repard te intersal problm? It is

tiis smurrov perspective of the outsicer combined with the mininal f{ocus on
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the community fnsfider that elevates the latter's perspective to a posicioa of

prominence in this study.t

Apart from the theoretical value of examining the residents’ perspectives,
there s a very practical ome. Lictle faformation, 1f any, is available to
iafors us of the attitudes of such people toward the important issues of
ccmmunity coatrol, fts preferred form, and the degree of their trust in
progra= staff who resfide in and outside the local area. Strange (1972:662-
66)), for exanple, enphasizes that evaluatfion researchers should develop
sanple sufveys to ascertafin resideats’ vieus and wants. A simflar proposal
is suzrested by Lazar (1969) who focuses eon determining inhabictants’ feelings
tovard centrol: who sheuld participate and in vhar real=s. Results might
wvell indicate that the residents desire a form of control vhick does not
serfously threaten the existing poxcr structure. It is concefvable that they
wuld prefer 3 ¢ e which allows for a more cooperative relacionship with
outsiders. Thus, although the polftical realfties may wvell dictate partici-
pation that wuld not stress institutional reform, area inhabitants sight
accept a2 nore limited involvement and program of change.

Having revieved the political concerns rafsed in the evaluation research
on community control-and having stressed the need for surveys pertaining to
resident perspectives, we should now ground these views in the community
control experferce. 1In this regard, two critical varfables are type of
tersonal affilfation with the programs and degree of local autonomy. With the
forzer, attention is to be given to the differentfal beliefs held by resident
sta{f, progran clients, .ad by the genecral community (those who have no comtact
vith projects but live within the geographica] confines of che area).

Studyir; this last group s especially imporcant since it afford: us an

opportunity to compare thefr vieus vith fndividuals associated vith the projects




and to understand the opinfons of persons constituting the major segmeat of
the population. Our focus on variatfions fn degree of local comtrol is
designed to provide informatfon on the effectiveness of autonomy and oa the
potential impact of obstacles to its implenentation.

Specifically. our intent is to ascertain the fmpact of these two varfiables
on resident perspectives, specifically those pertaining to comsunity feelings,
issues of effficacy, and communitv control. The first set of factors is
formed of perccived leveis of community identificatfon, shared attitudes
tovard cozcon area probleas (f.¢., perceived solidarity), and differesces in
standard or vay of living as compared to other ~esidents (f.e., social
differentiation). The second group of variables includes percefved fndividual
ability 2nd need te (nfluence loca! decision-nmakirg processes along with a
subjective assescacat by area residenrs of the capabilities or resources that
couldi patentialiy se tappad. Feelings about comsunity control favolve degree
of sujport for arca autonony and the particular form it should take, assuop-
tions zlout staff attftudes towvard community residents, and degrees of fafith
placed in resident and non-resident personael."’

From a consfderation of these attitudes and perceptions in conjunction
vith node of control and type of afffliatfon there evolve a number of specific
corcerns. Ve would wvant to determine wviwther comsunizy control s associated
vith a greater sensc of communal attachment, a favorable assessoent of
eff{icacy, and positive feelings with rezaﬂl‘ to local astonomy. For example,
our expectation vould be for residents of areas experfencing community control
(in contrast to those who do not) to express greater support for this notion,
dezand bore complete local control, and indfcate conparatfively greater faith
in thoir oun resfdent staff than in outsicders. As to affilfatfon., it would

seen essential to discover whether associatfon with prograns is fdentiffed

-




vith more positive feelings *han those expressed by general community residents.
To fllustrate, it is concefvable that persons ia the broader community might
express lov levels of faith in che staff regardless of residency, particularly
1f they are not knowledgeable about the programs.

Finally, addfcfonal fssues are raised “hen wve focus on feelings of
ctoanunal aitachment and efficacy as they relate to trust of persosnel. For
fnstance, perceptions of social differentiation would be expected to result
iz low levels of fafth in all seaff. Those wvho view themselves as being in a
1ife situaticn differing from other residents (either higher or lower) mighe
tend te view i(he personnel as not representing thefir §.terests. Also, those
questioning thefr own capabilitfes could be inclined to allow competent
cutsiders the right to guide them. And it is crucial that we comprehend the
circu=stances under which rezidenes are likely Eo desire fnvolvement in
cecisizn-=aking pracesses. Those who are the least and most trustful afght
fecl the greatest need to f1.fluence, the former to maintain the status quo,
the latter to bring about change (Canson, 1968:154). However, this statement
of associa:fon assuncs solidary groups, a requisite which may ot be present
in certain zroups or be dependent on other factors. Clearly, the planning of
future prograns in cicizen particination must be baged, at least in part, on
resicentis’ ricws within the context of diffcrentfal affilfacion and of

varfant zmodes of area control.

Cornunfty fducation Centers

The data for this s: idy were gathered in 1970 vafle the author vas a

ronsultant to a cniversity in New York City that vas responsible for evaluating
stale supported coamunity control projects in ten school districts in the City.

These Coteunfity Education Center (CEC) prograns were funded through the State
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Office of Urban Education and wvere designed to deliver fnstructfonal services
vhile providing for the health, socisl, and welfare needs of area residents.
Beyond providing resident clients opportunities in such prograss as adult
education, day care, art, and interin schools for suspended pupils, the centers
wvere theoretically planned to alldw resident gtaff to participate om both
professional and paraprofessioral levels. The local comamunities, then, vere to
have a2 significant dexree of fiscal and political control over the selection
and operation of specific projects.

The inportance of autonomy was paramount : at the time that these linfted
prozrars were initiated in 1962, the broader struggle over community comtrol of
edication had been raging for two years, dating from the time parents and
community leaders of Harlem dezanded participation fin ti-e operation of a local
school. it is in the context of this spreading controversy involving local.
‘city. and state educational and political bodies and of the groving distrust
of outsiders by area residents that our study vas undertaken.

Thus, there were in the areas under study two potential sourzes of
coacunity control, through schocl polftical decentralization and through the
seni~aulononous Comnunity Education Cent. s. With the fermer, the struggle led
to the creation of molel demonstraticn districts in Harlem, the lover East
Side, and Ccean Hill-Brownsville; these arcas vere to have a modicuz of con-
trel over local educational pro--ars. The issuc of control vas especially vigible
in Ocean Hill uhere three school strikes and extensive coverage by the natfonal
redia tenled to render it a matter of major comm:nity importance Although
an uu-going conflfict developed vith the central Board of Education and local
teacher’s unfon aver such issucs as hiring personnel and setting salaries,
these arcas seeacd to be characterized by a greater sense of community concern

and involvezent (Cittell, 1972:680-6815.
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In a parallel developzent, the Community Educatfion Centers were organized
in 1968 to allow for local control apart fron the educationa]l establishment.
In practice, hovever, ihe funding policy specified tnat the Board of Educaticn
vould Ye responsible ‘or channeling resources to the CECs. Thus, where local
education was under central éontrol. resident decision-naking powers in the
CECs tended to be =minimal. Even in the model demonstration districts {n which
these prozrans vere generally planned by the same area authorities, community
conirol uvas severcly limited due to constant stregrles vith the Board of
fducazion. As Cittell (1972:679) notes, ihe local authorities developed a
broid interpretation of their povers, the Board a2 narrow one. rolitically,
vhat xe observe sceas to support the findings that eviluaiion researchers
report for {cderally f{undcd programs. Ia theory, political decentralization
vas the zoal zel dy the ¥ew York State Legisiature. However, in practice
the educational c¢stablisheent effcectively maintained fts control through an
uw:illin;ncss to transfer power to local areas. It was not uncommon for the
CECs to {ind that they had little influence over funding, hirinz and firing
enplevecs, and prozramajeg (Perfinson, 1979:102). In Ocean Hill-Brownsville,
for instance, the Plaaning director accused the Board of EGucaiion of with-
dravinz funds vithout community consultation and of establishing rigid
positionil requirerents thus mininizing community participation; at one point,
he requested that the State provide a representative to block the Board from
vwieldinz the pover that had been theoretically placed in local communities
(Daniels, 1970:22%-226).

In spite of the political barricrs, the Community Education Centers

assocfiated wvith the modcl demonstration districts experienced » slightly

greate. degree of autonomy than those affiliated with the central Board. Hence,

in our investiration, onec of these “community contrel” districts was selected
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to determine vhether resident views might vary significantly from those

expressed ir. sections where local control was essentially absent.

Methodology ard Procedures

The districts selccted for observation wvere the Brooklyn commsunities of
Redford Stuyvesant ané Ocean Hill-Brownsville and a section of the South
Bronx. The first two areas were peopled predominantly by Blacks, with a

sizeable Puerto Rican population; the third area wvas primarily Puerto Rican

vith a2 large Black contingent. All three were known as lov income districts.
These communities were chosen because they allowed for éraving ethnic coo-

parisons as vell as for cortrasting experiences with politfcal decentralization.

Ocean Lill-Prounsville was one of the model demonstration school ~stricts

vihile the others vere under more centralized control. Further, Ocean Hill
and Bedford Stuyvesant vere gecgraphical ncighbors with fairly similar popula-
ticn characteristics (i.e., income, education, and ethnicity). Thus, wve
vere able to mcasure varying sodes of area control through selecting Ocean
Eill vhich had a modicum of autonomy and through choosing two districts which
had a mininal degree.

As to the sclection of respondents, our focal concern called for the

\

inclusion of persons vith‘;arying affiliations with the Community Education
Centers. In the three school districts all clients and local stafif were
dravn into the study. For the community-at-large, a sulti-stage cluster
probability sample was incorporated, using the geographic blocks of each
area as the initial universe. Through the use of a systematic probability

sazple, a s33l1 percentage of these was retained. The New York City Multiple

Dvelling Unit Reference List for 1969 was c¢onsulted to obtain a listing of

buildings lozated on cach of the sample blocks. A conpilation was made of

Q l:’
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all housing units in the varfous buildings. Structures containing commercial
tenants only vere excluded. A second sample was drawn at this time using

the buildings as the nev universe. The final step consisted of utilizing che
housing units of selected buildings as the population. Hence the staging pro-~
cess procecded from city blocks to buildings and finally to individual apart-
ment units. The response rates for the resultant samples ranged from 74%-

85Z with no substitutions. Overall, the case selection (toral X=625) included:
1. resident staff (N=151) associated vith the programs; 2. clients (N=166),
district residenis enrolled fn the various orojects: and 3. general comnunity
zembers (XN=303) living in the areas who wvere not affiliated with the

Connunity Fducation Centers.

In teras of demorraphic characteristics of our total case selection, 532
of the respondents were Black, 352 Puerco Rican, and 122 Yhite, figures
corresporuling to the area proportions. With regard to type of affiliacion,
we found that the staff tended to have higher fncomes and to be better educated.
Twenty~two percent of the staff in contrast to 10Z of the clients and 42
of the zenerzl community had total faaily incomes in excess of $10,000; in
general, only 97 of the respondents were at this high level; vith one-third
having incomes under $4,000. As to education, 412 of the staff and SI each
of the clients and general communitv had some collegiate experience.6 Over-
ali, only 137 of the respondents fit into this catezgory. And 407 had not
gone beyond juaior high school.7 Information vas gathered primarily through
the use of a {ixed-alternative juestfionnaire. Additional material was
generated by having each project afrector provide informatfon on the degree
of local control.

In the analysis, we commence with 3 briecf consfderatfon of attitudes and

perceptions involving community feelingx, efficacy, and comnm:nity control in

14




~-12-

assoc fat io.n vith the two major factors of varied degrees of autonomy (in the
school districts) and type of respondent affiliation. Each of these is, in turn,
analyzed in sultivariate form to ascertain the possible impact of income, educa-
tion, ethnicity, and length of residence on the main relat ionships. Emphasis is
then placed on the manner in wvhich communfty feelings and efficacy relate to
comxunity control varfiables, stressing their impact on trust of Community Educa-
tion Center personnel. In these varfous associations, all respondents are in-
cluded unless othervise noted. Our final concern is ther to deterainc the
implicat fons of our findings for cosmunity control with regard to resident per-

spectives and political feasibflicy.

Resident Perspect .i_\.-_gg_

In beginning this section, we want first to examine community fcelings:
identiffication, perceived solidarity, and subjective expressions of social differ-
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to cxperieace the highest levels of positive conmunal attachment (as scasured by

the degree to vhich an individual fcels himself to be a part of the local commu-

nity), the program clients somewvhat lower leveis, and the general community resi-

dents the lovest. 1t fs also clear, however, that the overall level of identifi-

cation is fairly higl as reflected by 80Z of the general community sample ex-

pressing sonc sense of attachment. ¥ith regard to perceived solidarity (f.e.,

the degree to vhich residents are seen as sharing the sace acttitudes toward

cor==on problens) and social differentiatfon (i.e., perceived standard or wvay of

living compared to other residents). there arc no significant distinccions by type

of affilfiatfon. Cenerally, responicnts tend to express 3 high level of solidarity

(307) and to viev themsclves as being similar te mllers.8 Furthermsore, none

of the threc variables constituting community feeling correlates with district
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variations in local autonomy. Uhen we incorporate educatfon, income, ethnicicy,
and length of area residence as test factors, there are no meaningful changes
occurring in the original associatfons.

As for the question of efficacy, perceived ability to influence is
operatfonalized by asking respondents to fndicate the level of finfluence they
belfeve they and others ia their comsunity are adle to exert. Capabilicy
reflects perceptions relating to the skills vhich could be Brought to bear
if individuals were given the opportunity. Xeed to influence is measured by
asking hov izportant it is for the respondent and others in the area to
affect derisions =ade in coazunity control programs. Cenerally, responses
reflect 3 sense of coatrol over the environnent. Relatfively, however, there
are variations in two of these factors as they correlate with other varfables.
Specifically, wich capability there is no assucfatfon with type of affflia-
tion nor with the mode of district control. In contrast, ability and need
to influence are both related to type of affiliation (but not control forms).
As expocted, the staff cxpress the highest levels on both variables (851 and
127 respectively) with the program clicnts being glightly lower (69Z and
627); the general community respondents exhibit the lowest degrees (572 on
high abilicy and 282 on high need to influence). Surprisingly, the comtro-
versy over coznunity control fn Ocean Hill does not seem to be reflecced in
aore positive feelings on these tvo factors.

To dcteraine vhether the differences between the groupings are actually
a2 funciion of upper fncome (staff) versus lowver income (general community),
we need to incorporate this third variable as a test factor. As table 2
reflects, the overall higs percefved abfifty of the staff is not affected

by incozc. The pattern is basically the sane for the clients vith the
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(Table 2 about bere)

excepticn of the 56 for the middle fncome grouping. For the resideats
not affiliated with CEC projects, however, there is clearly an effect on
perceived ability as income increases. The high degree of competeace
experfienced by the staff and clients is probably due either to a prior belfef
vhich led to their favolvement or to their positive experiences vithia the
Commur.ity Education Center programs. Uith need to influence, the effect of
income is essentially comparable. The ome difference is chat there is
sooe varfation tetween the comunity groups at the highest income level.

Ia exanining other poteatially relevant variables, ve find that among
educatfon, cthaicity, mede of district control, and lemgth of residence,
only the last exerts significant impact. For both ability and meed to iafleence,
residertia]l permasency has the mcst salience for the remeral commuafty trousine.
As pernamence develops, there are conconftant increases ia the upper levels
of these tvo varfables. On the other hand, the staff and client views are
eininilly affected. Moreover, length of residence does not exhibit as pro-
nounced a2 leveling {afluence as does fncome.

At this poiat, ve tura to the third set of factors, attitudes and
perceation: relating to commurity comtrol: support for local autonowmy and
its fdeal form, projected staff feclings, and levels of trust iam residest
and non-resident CEC staff. “ost faver community control ia primciple (as
ocasured by expressed support for this fdea). Bowever, there are important
relative distinctions vhen we incorporate type of afffliation. Although at
least 70T »! respondents in all categories indicate some support (im table 3),
ve xust focus on the zemeral coamunity’s lower level of commitment ; tweaty-

ninme gercent of this grouping acknowledre oaly sfainal suppert im contrast
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(Table 3 about here)
to 92 of the clients and 5 of the scaff.

In addition to a general desire for community control, we find that at
least two-thirds of the respondents prefer a combined mode of control ia
vhich both area residents and outsiders share in decision-making processes
and the operation of the programs;: of the remainder, approximately 51 wvanmt
total noa-resident control and 28 complete local awtonomy.? Clearly, the
residents vant power; what is surprising is thefr overall villingness to
enter into = cooperatfive venture with outsiders. Of Course, we must entertaia
the pessibility that tiere could be significant differemces by actual msode
of district control or type of affilfatfion. Indeed, there is some effect om
the part of the forner although only 2 slight cne by the latter. Ia Ocean
Hill-Zrovasville 422 of all the respondents desire total local automomy ia
contrast to 307 ia the South kronx and 263 fm Bedford Stuyvesant. Further-
sore, there is a slightly greater degree of very high support for commsmity
control in this district (37Z) chan in the other two (both 26Z). Uhen we
exanine gupport for local control fm comjumction with its fdeal form, wve find
that strongly ‘aworing control is associated wich a preference for total local
aut onosy (i.e:. 41X of those expressing the most comxitment fa comtrast to
16> fndicating the least suppore).10 Houever, at the lowest levels of support
oaly 42-852 wvant power to rest outside the area.ll Although these data gererally
reflect 2 somsvhat grester commitment by Ocean Hill to community control ia
the ferz of complete local autonomy, mometheless, the more striking finding
is the support expressed for a combined mode of control.

From the above responses, the allegation (Altshuler, 1970:19-34) that
residents would vant to isolate their community {rom the wider urbaa circle

does not secm to be justified. Their expressed meed to have competent non-




residents vork vith thems would appear to make such projects more feasible ia
terms of expertise and to allov for lines of commumication to be developed
betveen these districts and the larger govermmental systes. In this vay, a
combined mode of control could allow for the developaent of programs that wouwld

incorporate the views of area resfdents, previde for cutside expertise, and

maintain the legitinacy and integracion of the political fnstitut foms.}2

The feasibility of this decisfon-making approach can be evaluated further
throuzh an examination of the respondents’ trust of progras persosanel. This
varfiable is operatfonalized by asking uvhether the respondent belfeves that
local cocm:nity pecple working for the CEC are looking out for the communicy’s
interests: for pom-resident staff trust, a sinflar measure is used specify ng
son-resident status. The data reveal that most residents express cither
wedium or high degrees of trust (742) im both local and externmal scaff.
Probably ncs: pertinent is the simflarity in the faith placed fa the two. To
understand nore fully the dynacics, howvever, we need to fdent ify the perspe<tives
involved (table 4). Varying levels of trust are exhibited depending wpon

(Table & about here)
onc’s relationship to the community control programs. Local staff, for exanple,
evidence the greatest trust fa local personac). Nowever, it is fllominating
to note that (bey_ also express the most confidence (852) in mon-resident staff
in comparison vith the clients and those fron the general cmhy.“ This
fimdinz oight well nean that interact fon vith others is conducive to wunder-
standirg and, therefore, to generating truzz. The local pers .amel are most
likely to deal vith mutside staff{ on a2 rep:lar basis and, thus. have the
situat joral opportunity te know then on a personal as opposed to stereotypical
basis. 1% voreover, there is likely to develop 3 shared commitment to simflar

goals and activities.




Both those served by the projects (i.e., clieats) and the mon-user

members of the general community express a lowver level of faith ia owtsiders.

The former, however, approach the staff level, probably for the same basic

Tfeasons mentioned above. The latter cobort, im comtrast to the staff res-
pondents and clfents, evidences relatively lov degrees of coafidence ia

both categories of persommel, with am equal level of distrust. This situa-
tion is mot uncxpected given the lack of participation, efther fmvelustary

or by choice. and tiuc resultant lack of direct kmowledze of preject perseommel.

Surprisingly, there is no appreciable differemce im t7ust slaced in
both stali groupiazs whem we cxazmine the fiadings separately for the three
districis. Our initia]l cxpectation of variations due to Ocean Rill-Browms-
ville’s ciperineatal status and the residezcs® probable desire for greater
Iutonany is oct borne out by the dats. Owar explanstion for this situation
is that the local automomy ia Ocean Hill night be viewed by resident admninis-
traiors oofe as the right to select persomac]l thaa the need to linfic parci-
cipitioa to thoge vio assunedly would have special fasiphts, the rosidents.
Indeed. of the three districts studicd, Che percentape of “outsiders™ en-
ploved is nizMest in that cmity.“ ¥Most fsportantly, sech persons tend teo
be professionsls ia decision-mrking sositions.

This iaterpretation recefives added suspoart from Arsstefs (1972: 377-390);
throuzh her article, the resident participants im the Fhiladelphia ltodel
Citfes prozran are givem an opportunity to commumicate their perceptions of the
successer and ohistacies vaich they experfence. Althourh they express, for
the nost part, anger oward the existing poveramental order, “hey also stress
that a2 surber of outsiders are drawvm officially and Infermaily fmto their
prajrax and rmake major roniributions in the reains +f orzanization aad

plannic;.




Aa exsafmatioa of poteatially relevast test factors Tfeveals oaly the
importance of facome for the variables pertaining to commurity coatrol. With
support for local awtomomy, as a case ia point, the differences betveen the
staff, clients, and gemeral community residests are most promounced at the
lovest facome level (f.c.. wnder $4.00G). As fmcome imcreases. the distimc-
tiomz betvween these groups lessen, although mot cempletely. For those
affflfated with the srozrans, sclf-selected favolvement or positive experiences
vitnia the CIC are most relevant: vhereas for the reaeral commmcity, swpport
varies comconitantly with facome. Simflar findings obtain vhen ve dvell wpon
resfident anl noa-fesident trust. For the rreject affiliastes, fafth tewis teo
be hich rezardless of facome: as te the remainiag rroup, trust covaries vwith

faceme. & Indeed, we (ind everall that lov reseurce lewels are asseciated

vita relatively wezative {indings toward the conmmenity, cifficacy, aad the
desite Jur izroivencnt and irust. These resslts are crecial for they are
fsdicativre of 2 zreater sease of poverlcssacss on the part s? tae peer; the
seorle prinarily targeted for the programs are, <consegueatly, the most

mostilc 3ad suspicious.

Resident Perspectives and Trust

At this juncture, ve sheuld like to emphasfize the interrelat ionships
between comunity feelings aad efficacy as they relate te the conmunity
cont 7]l factor of trust. Degrees of fafth placed ia perseas are clearly
critival fa veizhing the politicai feasi®dlity of local aut==omy and detersin-
ing trpe of resident involvemen:. Ia turaing inftially to an analysis of
sorfal dif{eremtiation, we remark (fim table %) that higher levels of lecal

truti are articulated by thosc perceiving the sane or 2 higher standari of




(Zable 5 about here)
liviag ia comtrast to the least faith by chose inm the lowest position. The
appearance of the greaiest trust by che aiddle growp cam probably be explained
by the te=dency of local staff members to express beth high trust and a2 per-
ceived similarity to other commsaicty scaff. This faterpretatios is given
sSupport vhea we use type of afffliaction as a test factor (cable 6). Project
perscommcl are characterized by both high trust and 3 viev of social samemess
(372) im contrast to the gemeral commmity sanple in vhich che lisear
(Tabls & about here)

relaticzship is quite clear. 17 Perceived dificrences, then, serve to engender
sfninil trust wvhen the standard of liviag is seem as lower thaa the particular
fefetence gromp. is

Havieg discussed the relevamce of capability and mseed te influence as
tiey relate to trpe of 2ffflistien and node of district comtrel, wve sew
isvestizaie, separately, the importance of these first twe {acters wicth
rezard to levels of trust. e are swurprised te discover chat faicth ia
our’s capacities is asseciated vith hiza levels of crust of soa-commuaity
persomcel. The fnitial cxpectation vas based on the assumpt ioa that cthose
viewing themsclves as haviang fev resources weuld be villing to allow qualiffed
sutsiders Co aid then. 1mstead, it weuld appear that self-—conflidence a3y be
coaducive to vieviag such persens as posing 3 minimal cthreat te cempetent
fadiriduals in contral of their caviremnenrz. Yhea this interpretation is
irtegrated with the variable of trust, we might well expect the staff teo
express their relatively high level of percefved perzo=al coapetence, as
compared to the peseral community sample, throuzh 2 villingness Co cooperate

vith persommel living owtside the local area.
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To examine the validitv of this approach, ve much contend with a
possible “professionalization of refora” ideology operating wvithin chese
projects, that is, resident professionals trusting non-resident professionals.
As described by Helfgor (1974:489-490), cthis concept involves the belief that
refors aust come about through external pressure and through the involvement
of prafcssl;naliy trained staff. One characterfstic, then, is an emphasis
on acadeaic expertise which often resctrices uppér level parcicipation by
individuals living in poverty areas. Indeed, we have remarked upon che dig-
proportionately high educationai level of the resfdent staff studied in our
analyzis. This resul: is not surprising in that the central board of educa-
tion stijpulated sirict requirements for the positions. However, 1t is
essential that we call attention to the fact that only 10Z of the resident
staff are classificd as professionals (e.g., teachers). 1In focusing, then,
on 2 second coxmon characteristic of professicnalizacion, the involvement of
ninority elites to legitimate the organizacion’s community participation
status, ue do not sinply find local professionals expressing faith {n outside
professionals. Rather the trust placed in the non-resident staf{ is expressed
prizarily by paraprofessionals and, further, faith does mot vary by occusational
status.

In examining the {npact of trust on need to influence, we find vith
regard to bdeth staf{f groupings that the greatest desire to affect decisfion-
zakinz is characteristic of those expressing the highest levels of_trust.

Lhen the type of affiliation s incorporated as a test factor, the main
associations are essentia'ly maintained. Hovever, the lower trust and need

to influence on the part of the general copmunity are clear in bdoth resident

and nor-resident staff associations. This most probably reflects the low gsocio-

cconcic status and high rite of transiency characteristic of rhis segment.
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As noted earlier, Camson (1968:154) argues that the most and least
trustful are likely to want to influence decision-making. A critical element
ifs that these be solidary groups. However, our findings reflect the least
trustful as tending to have the lowvest levels of community fdentiffication and
expresslons_ of solidarity. An additfonal element of relevance is the assumed
degree of staff concern for area residents. We find that lack of self-
confidence and fears of negative staff feeling are related to minimal trust
and a3 ainical need to affect decisions. Substantively, it would appear that
the concozitant varfiation betwveen high trust and a strong need to finfluence
is probably due to {actors other than solely a dcsir:by solidary groups to
support the existing leadership. These additional elements include positive
attitudes rezarding control of the environment (i.e., an ability to wvork
effcctively with staff both {rom within and outside the community) and a2 belief
that influence s likely to be effective within the context of positive staff
feelings towvard the residents. This concern with trust {s deemed especially
critical since the highest levels of sactisfaction victh commnity control are
expressed by those experiencing the most faith in the personnel. What ve sust
do at this juncture is to exasine the consequences for control which flow

from these observac ions.19

Comrunity Control: The Unilicy of the Overlap 'Model

In this concluding section, ve actempt to drav together our findings
and offer support for a model of community control that would appear to be
feasible vithin the context of both political realities and resfident view-
points. Overall, we stress the generally moderate to hi;h levels of cosmunal

attacheini, efficazy, and support of community control and related variables

expressed by our respondents. What is -osti"tsportant. though, is the support
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given by ill groups to the idea of local autonomy (70Z) and to a combined mode
of control;clearly the people want to work cooperatively with outsiders. It
is also to be stressed that this atcitude is associated vith a feeling of
competence. Those expressing capability and trust and perceiving positive
staff feelings toward residents are the ones vho most want to befinvolved.

There are, however, fmportant relative differences between groups
experiencing varying links with the Community Eﬁucatioa Centers. On most
factors the staff and clients fndicate much more favorable attitudes and
perceptions. For exaople, alcthough the general community residents share with
staff and clients 2 beiief in a cooperative form of local autonomy, they are
not as coomitted te this concept; this may be due to the first two sets of
factors (i.e., community feclings and perceived environmental control) which
are apparently related, in part, to the respondents’ low economic position.

It is also concefvable that their attitudes are a function of relatively
negalive experiences with the CEC program. However, only 12% of the general
cocmunity saaple acknovledge any familiarity wich the overall progra-.zo Thaus,
Bajor problems invoive a lack of communication as to program avaflalilicy
along with less support for community control and relatively minimal trust

in redident and non-resident personnel.

Surprisingly, the lov level of awareness is appiicable to Ocean Hfl.-~
S8rovngville as well as to the other areas. This vas not expected giver. the
smal!l area sfze and the focus on community control and resident favolve~
oent in that district. Further, it should be emphasized lhat the modicus of
autonoay fn Ocean Hill does aot reflect ftself in significantly higher levels
of support for community cont.ol nor for a greater demand for complete resident
power. This sfituation could, of course, be due to the barriers rrected ty

-

the Poard of Educstion. Hence, the uncxpected result (in light of the public
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attention focused on Ocean Hfll) that degree of community autonomy discriminates
residents’ perspectives only sinimaliy may very well be a function of political
obstacles, that actual differences are less than theoretical ones. Also

of relevance is the observatfion that experiaents in community control appear

to be asso:%ated vith posftive feelings expressed by staff and clients even
vhere real control s not forthcoming.

Based on these results, ve belfeve that the limftatfons inposed by
politizal consfideraticns combined with resident perrpectives make an overlap
model of community control a viable strategy. This spproach, developed by
Zurcher and ey (1968:85-96), considers involvement of the poor as most feasfible
vhen donc cooperatively with expert oursiders. Apart {rom the advantages chat
vould possidly accrue (e.p., mininizing sterecotypes, improving self-esteem ind
confidence), there is a praganlic rfecognition that che powerful are not going
to transicr pover will.ngly; however an operating assumption s that the poor
€an increasc pover shared with those in control without signifficantly reducing
that segreat’s potential coercive abflity.

Considering the obstarles stressed earlier by evaluatfion researchers, we
sus? develop types of local autonomy wvhich will be more acceptable to those in
positions of power. An overlap model would be viewed as less of a threat since
contzol would be linked to the existing pover structure. In additl;n to support
provided throuzh Zurcher and Xey’s study of an Office of Economic Opportunity
prograz in Topeka, Kansas, similar nodels are Jdeveloped by Shostak (1965:1-%5)
vho maphasizes “co-deteraination™ and Refn and Refssman (1966:2-12) who des-
cridbe Tthird party antipoverty intervention.” Shared pover by residents and
non-residents §s assused in all three of these models.2l 1z fs essentfal,

hoveser. that we recopnize the probability of 2 deerec of conflict even cser a
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combined mode of control. As Marris and Rein (1973:295) stress, citizen
participation can not be the only strategy for social change; 1t must be
supplemented by other forms such as protests and legal action. 22

Beyond the broad issue of pover, the combined mode of control would appear
substantively practical. As Cove and Costner (1970:286-287) obgserve, the or-
ganizational skills and technical expertise needed to operate programs are
not characteristic of indigenous leaders and, therefore, could be provided
for by expert non-residents. In parallel fashion, Rein (1972:692-693)
asserts that cven a somewhat conservative social service orientation (i.e., one
which would not be directed primarily toward structural change) requires both
citizen participation and professional services. The forser emphasizes
“legitiaacy. public support, and a better understanding of what people want
L-Qhereas the lactter strcsscs_7 compctence, efficient organization, standardi-
zation, Lﬂand_7 3ccountability of funds."

As to type of change, the results would probably not harken radical shifcs
due fo the political factors noted earlier. However, even when resident |
involvement is msfninal as in providiag informatfon or carrying out non-
professional roles rather than policy and decision-making, there appears to be
bettcr service for the pcor (Orden, 1973: 380-381). Moreover, parcicipation
is vicved as desirable for it serves to create a gense of group identity and
reduce sensations of povcrlessness (Strange, 1972:659). As Gitcell (1972:683)
remarks, “Participation in itself provides an ‘avolvement with the system vhich
can disinish alienatfon...This nev role for the commur.ity {s not conceived as an
abandonsent of professicnalism, .ut rather an efiort to achieve a proper
balance..."23

The overlap model would thus tend to be reform oricnted, working primarfly

through existing agencies and political bodies. It ghould be stressed, hovever,
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that there is the potential for resident irvolvement that would result in

institutional change. Participation allows for experience in govermment and

political development which could represent an imsportant resource for more

change-orfented prograns.z‘ Civen the political realities and the willingness

of coaeunity residents in all three districts studied to work in concert with
outsiders, a combined mode of community control would appear to be both
potentially workable and desirable as one of a number of strategies incorporated

into a prograa for change.




TABLE 1%

Comunity Identificatfon by Type of Affiliation

Type of Affiliation

Cosswnity
ldentification Clients

High 49.32

Medium

8

Ls- l

~
.
k-

5.6

N W S

(U I T

---u—J-u--—h

g

1002

% All results are significant at the .05 level unless otherwise indicated. The
chi square statistic, which is based on random samoling, has becon modified to

account for the greater sampliag error characteristic of the cluster type

actually used. For a discussion of this adjustment, sce Kish (1965:161-164).
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Table 2

Perceived Ability to Influence by Type of

Perceived Ability
to Influence

High

Low

Perceived Abilfcy
to Influenve

High

lLow

Cs=

Perceived Ability
to Inilucnce

Hirsh

Low

=
Y ¥

U . BT S

Affiliaction and Income
0-%$3999

Type cf Affiliation

Scaff Clients Ceneral Coomunity i

85.72 80.42 446.12 _}
1

14.3) 19.6 5.9 !

1002 1002 1002

(28) (51) (111)

-359

$4,000-9999

Troe of Afffiliacion

Scaff Clients Ceneral Community
5 s
86.42 ' 55.92 63.42
i l
; |
1).8 } &6.1 i 36.6
1 }
1062 1002 1002
(66) (59) (172)
.223
$10,000 plus

Tyoe of Affilialion

Scaff Clients General Community
' L ]
81.5% | 8&.62 84.62
|
i
18.5 15.4 15.4
1002 1002 1007
n (13) (13)

4
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Table 3

Support for Commuaf:zy Control by Type of Afffiliacion

Type of Affilfacion

Support for
Communicty Control Scaff Clients Ceneral Community
Nigh . 46.31 41.32 12.62
Hedium 48.5 50.0 58.6
|
Low 5.2 8.2 28.8
1002 100X 1002
X= (134) (138) (218)
Cw 0.370
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Table 4&*

External and Local Trust
by Type of Affflfiac.on

Type of Afffilfiacion

STAFF ) CLIEXTS CENERAL COCRMITY
Level of Local External Local External Local External
Trust ; Trust Trust Trust Trust Trust Trust
1 -
' i '
Nigh . 7.5z 3 40.0x 48.62 £3.42 M 10.92 17.32
— ‘ | *
Medium 3.2 | aes N 35 2.0 | 612 5.4
i i i i
| s | ; |
Low - 8.3 ! 15.2 H 15.5 29.6 i 21.9 27.3
i i i il
1002 1002 1002 1002 1002 1002
K= (1%6) (145) (142) (152) (183) (289)

-

*The Xs exceed the total number of cases since ve are actually viewing cwo

sets of relationships side by side (external trust by type of afffliacion

and local trust as it relates to this same varfable).
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Table §

Local Trust by
Perceived Social Differentiation in Comparison With Local Staff

Social Differentiatfon
(Perceived Standard of Living)

Trust Higher Same Lower
High 34.82 £1.12 26.12
Hed jom ; 50.6 £6.9 40.2
Low 14.6 12.0 35.7 -
1002 1002 1002
K= (89) (258) (112)
C= 0.227
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Local Trust by Perceived Socfial Differentiation is Comparisoa with

Trust

Righ

Hediua

Trust

High

Hed fum

AStaff and clients are conbined to form project affiliates.

since their vievs on these varjables tend to be quite sinflar and cell fre-

quenc les are increased, alloving percentagzes to be more meaningful.

34
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Table 6%

Locsl Staff and Type of Afffliacion

Project Afffilfiactes

Socisl Differentiacion

(Perceived Standard of Liviag)

Higher Same Lower
8.9 56.72 50.01
£2.6 3.4 36.5
18.5 9.9 13.95
1002 1002 1002
(5%) (171) (52)
-0.118

Ceneral Coomuniiy
Social Differentiation

(Perceived Standard of Living)

Higher Same Lover
28.62 10.32 1.72
62.9 13.6 43.3

8.5 16.1 55.0

1002 1002 100z

3) (87) (60)
0.679

This is done



FOOTSOTES

These remarks are based on prelisinary results from the author’s curfeat

research ia Sowth Bostom.

Alchough this issue is gemerally identified wich cicties, conceivably {ic
could be broacened to deal vith the question of autonomy within 3 more
encompassinag governmental sphere (e.g., city to segalopol is or state to

federal govermment).

A sinilar point is stressed by Sennett (1970) fn his criticism of c2rtain
urban planners. The tendeacy to develop plans based o ritional-legal
models is viewd as resulting in programs that de not acet the needs of

the people.

The setler of ohe fnoidos s

f TR Jotpaiidice liade Lie simgiw
izszec of fnsider or outsider viewpoints. The very terms are not so

msch persons as they are perspectives. Thus, it is not merely the question
of varying orientations but of differentfal labeling of persons as being

on the insidc or outside. For a comparable discussfon dealing wvich

deviance and normalicy, see Coffman (1963).
Actual acasures used will be discussced as each variable is presented.

The £12 undoubtedly reflects the educational requirement Co secure a

staf! pogition.

Other soc io-demographic factors tend not o be useful in differentiating

the types of afffliation (f.e., sex, age, marital status, and ethnicity).
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Respondents are asked inftia’ly to fadficate whether they view thefir

standard or vay of livisg as being higher. the sase, or lower in com-
parisom with other residents. Although the resulting measure is

seither assocfated with type of afffliatfon mor with sode of district
control, it is related to both socfo-economic status (f.e.. income and
education) and particular referemce groups. For example, if we construct
3 table including only those people pﬂ’ccivriu that they are at a lower
SES in comparison with residents, local staff, and external staff, cthere
iz 2 narked -ndency for the percentage of those percefving 3 lower
“tandard of living te increase as SES s lowered. Furthermore, residents
vicw thersclves increasingly at a2 lover level as ve move from residents
to external stalf as the reference group.

Lowver Perfccived Difft;r_gnt iatfon by SES
(Standard of lLiving)

SES
Social
Diffcrentiat fon Very Low Low Med fum High :
H i i
Residents 33.02 ‘ sz | ez ! aend
{ - i
H 1
Local Scaff 42.2 g 26.8 ; 19.8 9.6
External Staff 0.0 i 38.0 l 344 14.3 i
9. The actual ftea dealing vith preferred mode of control offers these

choices: 1. complete contro: by local people in all decisfons concerning
the community; 2. local prople and people from ocutside the commun ity both
or

join in making community decisions; 1. people from outside the community

take all of the decisions, but commnity people help run the prograns.
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Type of affilfacfion ¢oes not affect this relacionship.

In ascertaining the possible impact of perceived program famflfarficy
on degree of comitment to community control, we note the absence ¢
an association. Hence, it would seem that the greater support of the

staff and clients is due to factors other than simply cheir knovledge

of the projects.

¥ith regard to projected staff viewpoint (cke degree to vhich staff
are viewed as liking or disliking area residents), respondents generally
depicit a faverable picture. Ninety percent tend to project some level

of 1fiking.
The 851 figure reflects a combinatfon of high and medium levels of trust.

This interpretation would seem to be gimilar to Sennett’'s (1970) belief
that individuals often “know™ others through sterecotypes which are
maintained by social barriers. He suggests that cthese divisive eclements
be removed, thereby forcing people to confront one another and to learn
to understand through interaction. 0; course, a confrontat ion between
genuine cenflicting ideologfies and not just those assumed through
stereotypes can result in maintaining divergent perspect ives and lowv

levels of trust.

This information is gathered by having each project adsinistrator provide
data on every employee as to residency, part or full-time work status, and

professional-paraprofessional status.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

Surprisingly, ethnicity, education, and length of residence are not
meaningfuliy associated with the numerous bivariate relacionships

reported in this rhird set of resident perspectives.

The relationship between differentiation and external trust demonstrates
more clearly the association since more of the residents see themselves

3s lover in standard of living.

Surprisingly, anticipated varfations by control do not materialize,

that is a higher level of trust and perception of socfal simflaricy

in Occan #Hill.

It should be noted that the relationships described above dealing wvith
local trust also hold for external trust. In examining the relevance
vi vatiovus teste factors, wve fina gnat only type or attiliacion exhibits
sone fmpact. All of the bivariate agsociations involving trust
gencrally are retained when affiliation is incorporated. However, the
critical cells vary for the gencral community and project affiliates (i.e.,
staff and clients). For the former, the independent variable discri-
minates most at the lover level of the dependent factor. For example,
desire to iniluence (dependent variable) tends to be low regardless of
degrees of trust (independent variah‘s) on the part of the general
conmunity. Hence, it is only at the low need to influence level that
trust is relevant. That is, those cxpressing a lov need to influence
clearly indicate the least faith (61Z) in contrast to those noting
high (25X) or mediun (267) trust. For the staff and clients, the
critical cells are those finvolving high necd to influence. As a case

in point, B0Z of the staff fceling the preatest need to affect decisions
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also indicate extensive faith in contrasc to 54X of those expressing a
ainimal degree. For low influence, however, there is no significanct

difference for either the scaff or clients.

20. To determine whether che respondents would be more familiar ¢ich
individual projects, they were shown a card with each listed. The

association betveen perceived fam{liarity and knowledge of particular

Projects approaches unity.

21. Ic should be sctressed that community control as total autonomy is not
necessarily a practical solution. As a case in point, Warren (1973:321-
339) descrides the inter-subjective blindness characterizing certain
aodel cities progra= participanis. He relates two strategies that could
be applicd in such projects: l.‘service prograns to help the poor who
arc scen as responsible for certain individuzl deficiencies or 2. struc-
tural changes to improvc a system that is seen as dysfunctional in
terns of inequities. Warren finds chat governmental bureaucracs and
resident groups gaining pover adopt cthe first strategy. His explana-
tion is that the existing thoughe str;cture has a2 well developed techno-
logy for dealing with the individual deficiency approach but not che
systeas inequity strategy. Thus simply having control will not necessarily

result in radically different programs.

22. A cautionary note, hovever, is in order. For the broader comausnity
population, as represented threough our general community sample, less
favorable attitudes involving such factors as support for local autonomy
and trust of personnel (rezardless of their residency) are evidenced;

conscquently, a concerted effort would be needed to gain their commitment
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23.

-37-

and involveaent. Their lack of familaricy with the projects reflects

the seriousness of this probles, at least with regard to communication.

As to type of cfitfizen participation, less significant fnvolvement would
be assocfiated vith an advisory role or paraprofessional employment of
residents as opposed to citizen advocacy or social actfon (cf. Rein,
1972:698). Cozparable points are suggested by Spiege’ (1973:365-389) who
contrasts offering information and negotfating with shared policy and

decision-making responsibilicy.

1 residents were (o k in concert with skilled, synpathetic outsiders,
a radical overlap model mfght be in evidence. This approach certainly
is incorporatced by the comnunity involved in the Philadelphia Model
Citics Prograa as well as by the adninistrators of Ocean Hill-Browns-
vilie. Although ncither progras can Se seen as producing major reforms
(because of political obstacles), they do reflect the potential for a

coalition directed toward institutional change.
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